The role of English as a global lingua franca of academia has become indisputable in the on-going process of internationalization of all scholarship, even though the majority of writers and readers of academic texts are non-native speakers of English. Thus it is questionable whether there is any justification for imposing on international academic communication written in English the style conventions typical of the dominant Anglophone discourse community. Recommendations usually comprise qualities such as clarity, economy, linearity and precision in communication (cf. Bennett, 2015), which can be achieved, among other means, by certain overt guiding signals including conjuncts (Quirk et al., 1985) . Accordingly, the aim of this paper is to reveal cross-cultural variation in the use of these important text-organizing means as it is believed that conjuncts can enhance the interaction and negotiation of meaning between the author and prospective readers of academic texts. The paper explores which semantic relations holding between parts of a text tend to be expressed overtly by conjuncts and which semantic classes, such as appositive, contrastive/concessive, listing and resultive conjuncts, contribute most to the interactive and dialogic nature of written academic discourse. The data are taken from research articles (RAs) selected from two journals, one representing academic discourse written by native speakers of English (Applied Linguistics) and the other representing academic texts written in English by Czech and Slovak scholars (Discourse and Interaction).
Introduction
In the process of the increasing internationalization of all scholarship it is evident that English unavoidably performs the role of a global lingua franca for all academic communication. As evidenced by many studies on written academic discourse (e.g. Chamonikolasová, 2005; Stašková, 2005; Mur-Dueňas, 2008; Vogel, 2008; Bennett, 2010; Perez-Llantada, 2011; Schmied, 2011; Wagner, 2011; Povolná, 2012; , there is cross-cultural variation both in the form and content of academic texts produced by writers from different cultural and language backgrounds. It is assumed that this variation results mainly from the influence of writing habits and culture-and language-specific conventions which authors working in different research fields transfer from their mother tongues to academic texts they write in English as an additional language (Hedgcock, 2005) .
Scholars from different cultural and language backgrounds mostly apply the genre of research articles (RAs) for conveying scholarly issues to an academic audience, since "publication [in English in particular] can be seen as documentary evidence that the writer qualifies for membership in the target discourse community" (Swales, 1990, p.7) . Thus the use of English as an additional language has become an important prerequisite for researchers who intend to present their research findings internationally and thus become recognized in their respective research fields within the international academic community. Since the writing of scholarly texts in one's native language, such as Czech or Slovak, has become of minor importance, scholars from non-Anglophone backgrounds undergo what is sometimes called a process of "secondary socialization" (Mauranen, Hynninen and Ranta, 2010, p.184) , i.e. the process of developing academic credentials within their non-native environment.
As already stated, the majority of writers and readers of scholarly texts written in English are non-native speakers. Thus the question arises whether there is any justification for imposing on international academic communication written in English the style conventions typical of the dominant Anglophone discourse community and whether qualities such as clarity, economy, linearity and precision in communication should be viewed from the perspective of "the native speaking minority" (Mauranen, Hynninen and Ranta, 2010) or from the perspective of those who come from communities that speak other languages (the Slavonic languages Czech and Slovak in the case of this paper).
Academic texts, including RAs written by Anglophone authors, are usually considered dialogic, thus providing space for interaction and negotiation of meaning between the author(s) and prospective reader(s). By comparison, academic texts written in some Central European languages tend to be monologic and less interactive (e.g. Duszak, 1997; Chamonikolasová, 2005; Stašková, 2005; Povolná, 2015) . This, of course, also applies to RAs by Czech and Slovak writers which are at the core of this study. It is worth noting that similar claims have been made for other European languages, for example, Portuguese (Bennett, 2010) and Spanish (Pérez-Llantada, 2011) . Anglophone academic texts are generally considered more reader-friendly owing to their overall linear textual organization through clear division into chapters, sections and subsections, chapter and section headings and application of overt guiding signals on form and content which, quite naturally, include the use of textorganizing means such as conjuncts.
The interactive and dialogic nature of written academic discourse
In the production of written texts authors tend to "draw on and incorporate ideas and forms from [their] past experiences of [other] texts" (Hyland, 2004, p.80) . Therefore, texts in general and academic texts in particular are unavoidably interactive and dialogical in the sense that any part of the text is associated in a complexly organized chain of other parts of the text(s) with which it enters into one relation or another. Different texts, or parts of texts, have a certain degree of what can be called "dialogization" (Bakhtin, 1986 cited in Fairclough, 2003 , since for any particular text or part of a text, "there is a set of other texts and a set of voices which are potentially relevant, and potentially incorporated into the text" (Fairclough, 2003, p.47) . Texts can be defined as "the visible evidence of a reasonably self-contained purposeful interaction between one or more writers and one or more readers, in which the writer(s) control the interaction and produce most of (characteristically all) the language" (Hoey, 2001, p.11) . This is in agreement with Bakhtin's view (1986) that writing is always an ongoing dialogue between the author(s) and reader(s) and Fairclough's statement that "texts are inevitably and unavoidably dialogical" (2003, p.42) .
As regards written academic discourse, scholars enter a permanent dialogue with others working in the same research field, "since real academic discourse is a constant development of intertextuality" (Schmied, 2011, p.5) . Authors can let other researchers' voices be heard either directly through direct quotations of their opinions, attitudes and approaches, or more indirectly by means of paraphrases or reported speech, both of which are among the most explicit techniques representing intertextuality (Bazerman, 2004) . In conformity with Fairclough it is supposed that "when the speech or writing or thought of another is reported, two different texts, two different voices, are brought into dialogue, and potentially two different perspectives, objectives, interests and so forth" (Fairclough, 2003, pp.48-49) . It is at this point that linking devices such as conjuncts come to perform an important role. By virtue of their specific meanings they enable the expression of semantic relations between different parts of texts, thus operating as markers of intertextuality, i.e. "the explicit and implicit relations that a text or utterance has to prior, contemporary or future texts" (Bazerman, 2004, pp.86-88) , and contributing to the interactive and dialogic nature of otherwise rather monologic written texts.
Conjuncts
Conjuncts, which can be classified as 'metatextual elements' or simply 'connectors' (Mauranen, 1993) , allow the author to step in overtly "to make his or her presence felt in the text, to provide guidance to the readers with respect to how the text is organized, to what functions different parts of it have, and what the author's attitudes to the propositions are" (Mauranen, 1993, p.9) . The guiding role of conjuncts entails signalling a particular relation between the possible interpretation of parts of a text, i.e. the unit they introduce and are part of, and the prior, not necessarily immediately adjacent unit. By indicating how the author intends to relate the coming message to the previous part of the text and by conveying logical linkage between ideas expressed in texts, conjuncts perform important text-organizing functions and are therefore viewed primarily as cohesive means which "reflect underlying connections between propositions" (Schiffrin, 1987, p.61) . Conjuncts -included in Halliday and Hasan among "conjunctive elements" -"are cohesive not in themselves but indirectly, by virtue of their specific meanings" (1976, p.226) .
Apart from establishing cohesion, conjuncts enhance the readability of texts because a text is usually processed and interpreted more easily if the relations between its parts are expressed overtly (Haberlandt, 1982) . This is closely related to the perception of coherence, which is understood here as "the result of the interpretation process" (Tanskanen, 2006, p.20) . As formulated by Tanskanen, "coherence … resides not in the text, but is rather the outcome of a dialogue between the text and its listener or reader" (2006, p.7) . Coherence in spoken discourse can be negotiated on the spot by the discourse participants (Povolná, 2009 , DontchevaNavratilova, 2012 , but coherence in written discourse cannot be negotiated in the same way. The context is split (Fowler 1986 ) and, consequently, the writer -who wants to achieve his communicative goals -has to anticipate the "expectations of the reader and to use explicit signals" (DontchevaNavratilova, 2007, p.128) , including conjuncts, since "a text makes sense only to a reader who is capable of inferring meaningful relations" (Miššíková, 2012a, p.80) . The appropriate use of cohesive means is undoubtedly important for building coherence relations within the text, in particular if the author intends to meet academic style conventions and obey the socalled scientific paradigm, which is related to "clarity, economy, rational argument supported by evidence, caution and restraint, and the incorporation of accepted theory through referencing and citation" (Bennett, 2009, p.52) .
The adverbials called "conjuncts" represent one of four possible broad categories of grammatical function of adverbials, i.e. adjunct, subjunct, disjunct, and conjunct (Quirk et al., 1985, p.501) . As the term suggests, "conjuncts" connect two linguistic units, which can be very large or very small, such as a constituent of a phrase realizing a single clause element, clause, sentence or paragraph, or a larger part of a text, by expressing a semantic relation. There are other frequently used terms for what are called "conjuncts" in this paper, for example, "linking adverbials" (Biber et al., 1999, p.761) , "sentence adverbials" (Leech and Svartvik, 2002, p.187) and "connective adjuncts" (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002, p.775) , to name just a few. All these terms clearly emphasize the primarily connective function of this group of adverbials. The present study is based on Biber et al.'s semantic classification of linking adverbials (1999, pp.875-879) , which comprises six semantic classes: 1) enumeration and addition; 2) summation; 3) apposition; 4) result/inference; 5) contrast/concession; and 6) transition. Accordingly, the adverbials analysed here are named as listing (enumerative and additive), summative, appositive, resultive/inferential, contrastive/concessive, and transitional.
As regards possible realization forms of linking adverbials, i.e. conjuncts (to use a one-word term in agreement with Quirk et al., 1985) It should also be noted that conjuncts are always included in the subsequent part of the text and express a semantic relation to the previous, not necessarily adjacent part(s). This ordering of segments of text in a natural way entails placing a unit with known information first, i.e. before new information or some new aspect within it (cf. Firbas, 1992) .
Conjuncts, viewed here as explicit guiding signals of semantic relations within a text, logically contribute to both cohesion and coherence. Since convincing argumentation and clear presentation of the author's views are of great importance in scholarly texts, conjuncts are assumed to be relatively frequent in all genres of academic discourse (Biber et al., 1999, p.880) , including RAs. They are mostly used intentionally by the writer(s) to provide guidance to the readers through the text and help them arrive at an interpretation which is coherent with the author's communicative goals.
In order to meet the goals of the present study, the following research questions have been formulated: Let me now explain the differences in the number of RAs in each corpus. The basis for the study comprises ten RAs by Czech writers (with an average length of 4,659 words amounting to 46,595 words in the Czech speakers' corpus; CSC). These are compared to approximately the same number of words in RAs by Anglophone writers (with a much greater average length of 7,774 words, amounting to 46,540 words in the native speakers' corpus; NSC). In addition, in order to provide evidence of certain tendencies in the use of conjuncts that may not be present in the work of experienced writers from countries where Slavonic languages are spoken in comparison with Anglophone writers, a corpus of RAs by Slovak writers has been collected. Unfortunately, it has been possible to include only seven articles by Slovak writers from the period between 2008 and 2012. These RAs form a relatively smaller corpus (with an average length of 3,365 words, amounting to 23,559 words in the Slovak speakers' corpus; SSC). Since the study takes into account normalized frequency rates per 1,000 words, it is assumed that the differences in the size of corpora do not distort overall tendencies in the use of conjuncts identified during the analysis.
In spite of certain limitations concerning the size, representativeness and generalizability of the findings, the abovedescribed specialized corpora are considered sufficient and more appropriate than large general corpora for a comparative study of written academic discourse, notably when exploring particular language means such as conjuncts in one genre. In order to obtain comparable data it has been necessary to exclude from the analysed material all parts of texts which comprise tables, figures, graphs, references, sources, examples and long quotations.
As for the methods applied, all texts were first processed with the help of the AntConc concordance programme, which is typically applied as a text analysis tool for processing corpus data. Nevertheless, it has also been necessary to examine the texts manually in order to achieve both qualitative and quantitative results because some of the language means under scrutiny can perform functions other than those of conjuncts.
Comparison between non-native and native speakers of English
In order to present a comprehensive picture of the types of conjuncts Czech and Slovak speakers of English apply in comparison with native speakers when writing their scholarly texts in English, this section provides results from the analysis of the individual semantic classes of conjuncts as found in the data. The examples selected for exemplification illustrate the role conjuncts perform in interaction between the author(s) and prospective reader(s) of a text and show which semantic classes can enable voices other than the author's to enter the text, thus enhancing the interactive nature of academic discourse and negotiation of meaning between discourse participants.
Before discussing the differences and similarities between the three corpora (i.e. native speakers' corpus = NSC; Czech speakers' corpus = CSC; and Slovak speakers' corpus = SSC) regarding the individual semantic classes, it must be noted that in order to provide comparable results for the use of conjuncts only normalized frequency rates have been used. As regards the data broken down in the following tables, some scarce and exceptional tokens of conjuncts have been excluded although they are taken into account in the total frequency rates per 1,000 words listed in the last lines of the tables. These concern cases where a particular type occurs once or twice in one of the three corpora only. Such conjuncts are mentioned only briefly in the comments accompanying every table, if relevant.
Listing conjuncts
Listing conjuncts can be further subdivided into enumerative (cf . Table 1a ) and additive (cf. Table 1b ). The former are used for enumeration of pieces of information in an order selected by the author, the latter to add pieces of information to one another. All writers in my data use listing conjuncts of both subgroups to arrange the information they intend to convey to prospective readers. Nevertheless, there are cross-cultural differences between Anglophone writers, who use both classes with almost identical frequency (0.54-0.56), and writers of Slavonic origin, who, apart from using listing conjuncts in general much more (1.70-1.95) than native speakers (1.10), apply conjuncts expressing enumeration slightly more than those introducing addition. It is therefore possible to identify a tendency in RAs by writers of Slavonic origin to order the information conveyed in a more explicit way. This is achieved by the use of enumerative conjuncts, such as first(ly), second(ly) and finally, as well as by additive conjuncts, such as furthermore and moreover, which are all more typical of non-native academic writing.
It should be noted here that the results concerning all conjuncts with normalized frequency higher than 0.1 tokens per 1,000 words are given in bold in all tables in Section 5, so that the more common conjuncts are clearly recognizable. In addition, the types of conjuncts which are relatively frequent in all three corpora (with a frequency rate higher than 0.1) are written in bold (e.g. then in Table 1a ). Tables 1a and 1b provide evidence that listing conjuncts as a whole are more common in RAs by Czech and Slovak writers. Nevertheless, one conjunct -the enumerative then -is more frequently used by Anglophone writers (0.34). Although then tends to be rather informal, it is applied relatively often in comparison with all the other listing conjuncts. Its common use is probably connected with a slightly more informal style which usually characterizes native speakers' academic writing (cf. Chamonikolasová, 2005) . Its frequency in the CSC (0.32), though, shows that Czech writers adopt this tendency, too (cf. Example 1). The enumerative then is the most common conjunct of all in the RAs by both Anglophone and Czech writers in my data. In the latter group, then is responsible for the majority of occurrences of listing conjuncts, together with the enumerative finally (0.26) and the additive moreover (0.32). The latter conjunct is shown in Example 2, which also comprises the additive further and the enumerative first. The other conjuncts in this example are discussed later. It should be noted that all conjuncts identified in all examples in Section 5 are underlined even when they occur in a text which primarily illustrates a different semantic role.
( Examples 1 and 2 provide evidence that both classes of listing conjuncts are often applied by writers of Slavonic origin in particular in order to enable the reader(s) to follow a path through a text full of information, thus helping them interpret the text as a coherent piece of discourse which is in agreement with the scientific paradigm mentioned above.
Summative conjuncts
Conjuncts which indicate that what follows serves as a summary or conclusion of the information in the preceding part(s) of the text are not much represented in any of the three corpora, having the frequency of 0.06-0.21 tokens per 1,000 words only. The most typical summative conjunct, overall, is shown in Example 3. It illustrates the author's intention to summarize what has been stated before, thus helping the reader(s) understand the rules described. Among conjuncts of this group it is possible to find the only one realized by a non-finite infinitive clause that has more than one occurrence in my data (i.e. to conclude). Example 3, taken from the SSC, testifies that even when providing a summary many authors cannot avoid expressing contrasts and consequences, introduced above all by however and thus, which are included among "a few single adverbs commonly [used]" (Biber et al., 1999, p.885) 
Appositive conjuncts
The results in Table 3 indicate that conjuncts expressing apposition are more typical of the RAs by writers of Slavonic origin (amounting to 4.24-4.49 tokens per 1,000 words) than those by Anglophone writers (reaching 2.51 tokens). This variation can be explained by the fact that Czech and Slovak scholars, although experienced in their respective research fields, often consider it more important to enhance their scientific credibility within the academic discourse community by providing prospective reader(s) with explanations and evidence. These exemplifications, reformulations and restatements foster the negotiation of meaning between discourse participants and help the reader(s) interpret the text as coherent and in agreement with the author's intentions.
Appositive conjuncts applied to introduce exemplification comprise e.g., for example and for instance, the first two being relatively frequent in all three corpora (1.14-1.49 and 0.49-0.55 respectively). Those used for reformulation are represented above all by i.e., in other words and namely, all three being most common in the RAs by Czech writers, who in general use appositive conjuncts most frequently (4.49) of all writers included in the study. Conjuncts introducing an exemplification signal that the information provided is in some sense included in the previous part(s) of the text and the receiver of the message should assume that there may be other alternatives besides the one already mentioned. The three conjuncts used for exemplification have similar frequencies in all three corpora. Owing to only minor variation in their use, it can be stated that it depends on individual authors' stylistic preferences rather than cross-cultural differences which of these conjuncts (e.g., for example and for instance) they choose, as in Example 4, where the author resorts to for example and e.g. This example illustrates an interesting way of introducing other scholars' voices in a text, namely by exemplifying and referring to similar or different standpoints expressed by others working in the same field, a strategy which clearly enhances the interactive nature of academic discourse. Apart from appositive conjuncts used for exemplification, Example 4 includes one token of that is, a conjunct which is most frequent among those used for reformulation by Anglophone writers. It is slightly more frequent (0.15) than the abbreviated form i.e. (0.11). By comparison, that is is less common in RAs by non-Anglophone writers (0.04-0.09), who give preference to the abbreviated form i.e, which represents the most typical conjunct of all used for reformulation in RAs by Czech (1.85) and Slovak (1.10) writers (cf. Example 6).
The conjuncts for instance and for example are mutually interchangeable; however, as the results in Table 3 reveal, the former is much less common, having half the frequency of the latter, and, as Biber et al. (1999, p. 890 ) maintain, the use of for instance "appears more a matter of author style". The appositive for instance can also be used successfully to introduce other voices in a text, as in Example 5, which confirms my assumption that appositive conjuncts such as e.g., for example and for instance can contribute to the interaction between the author and others working in the same field. Conjuncts expressing reformulation, which are represented in Example 6 by i.e., namely and in other words, signal that the second unit is to be regarded as "a restatement of the first, reformulating the information it expresses in some way or stating it in more explicit terms" (Biber et al., 1999, p.876 Firbas (1992) .
Resultive/inferential conjuncts
The primary role of resultive/inferential conjuncts ( Two conjuncts, namely therefore and thus, represent more than one third of all resultive conjuncts found in the RAs by Anglophone (0.60) and Slovak (0.85) writers and more than two thirds in those by Czech writers (1.83) in my data. It is worth noting that therefore and thus, along with however and for example, have been found in Biber et al. (1999, p.885) to be the most typical conjuncts in all academic texts written by native speakers of English. Three of these conjuncts are shown in the following example, written by a Czech. The example comprises two tokens of the appositive for example and illustrates how conjuncts of this category (cf. the second token of for example) can easily introduce a voice other than the author's own in the text. The relatively frequent use of then (0.54) and so (0.26) in the RAs by Anglophone writers is not surprising since these conjuncts are considered rather informal and typical in particular of conversation (Biber et al., 1999, p.886) ; their application in my data gives further evidence of a more informal and dialogic way of expression typically associated with academic texts written by native speakers of English. Although these two conjuncts also occur in the RAs by Czech and Slovak writers, they are less common, then having the frequency of 0.25-0.28 and so only 0.04. This may be caused by nonnative speakers' awareness of their rather informal stylistic value. The resultive then used in a correlative pair with if is shown in Example 8, which also comprises one token of the additive furthermore. As regards the resultive hence, it is worth noting that this rather formal conjunct is not much represented in my data, having the frequency of 0.06 both in the NSC and CSC; this is in accordance with Biber et al. (1999, p.887) , who maintain that hence is used only in one fifth of all academic texts. However, it appears relatively frequently in the RAs by Slovak writers in my data, where it represents the second most common resultive conjunct (0.55). One token is shown in Example 9, which is taken from an RA comprising the highest number of cases in which hence is used, thus being responsible for its relatively high frequency in the SSC. It can now be concluded that it is a matter of particular writers' stylistic preferences rather than cross-cultural variation whether they resort to the most common resultive conjuncts thus and therefore, the slightly informal then or the rather more formal hence. Example 9 is a model illustration of the author's guidance for the prospective reader(s) through a relatively complicated text full of demanding information. To organize the text, the author resorts to different semantic classes of conjuncts: apart from two occurrences of the resultive hence, the author also uses the enumerative finally and next and even the transitional now, which is discussed in Section 5.6.
Contrastive/concessive conjuncts
My results concerning contrastive/concessive conjuncts are broken down in Table 5 . The total frequency rates in all three corpora are rather similar, ranging from 2.67 to 2.96 tokens per 1,000 words. By marking contrastive or concessive relations between information provided in different, not necessarily adjacent, parts of the text conjuncts of this semantic role naturally contribute to the interactive nature of academic discourse (cf. Malá, 2006; Povolná, 2010) and enable voices other than the author's to enter the text (cf. Example 10). The contrastive conjuncts analysed here subsume those expressing contrast as well as concession, since concession is viewed as a special case of contrast, notably that between the expected causal relationship and the actual situation (cf. Dušková et al., 1988) . In addition, treating contrastive and concessive conjuncts as one group is supported by Biber et al.'s statement that "in some cases, elements of contrast and concession are combined in uses of linking adverbials" (1999, pp.878-979) , which the examples provided below testify. Conjuncts expressing contrast/concession tend to be frequently applied not only in my data (2.67-2.96) but in all written academic discourse, since they express relations that are, according to Kortmann (1991, p.161) , regarded as "the most complex of all semantic relations that may hold between parts of a discourse". Thus it is not surprising that they tend to be expressed overtly by conjuncts in the case of this study, for example (cf. Wagner, 2011; Povolná, 2012; 2013) .
In addition to however, other conjuncts typically used for contrast/concession are yet, still and nevertheless. Yet is the second most typical conjunct in the RAs by Slovak writers (0.42). It is shown, together with however, in the example that follows: (11) (1999, p.880) . Both subgroups mark the insertion of information that does not follow directly from the previous text. Although Quirk et al. (1985, p.636) consider the discoursal now to be rather informal, the tokens found in the data prove that in spite of its assumed informality it can appear even in the formal genre of RAs, as in the example that follows: (13) Example 13 also includes two tokens of conjuncts of other semantic classes, namely the summative all in all, with only one occurrence in my data, and the listing finally, which is more characteristic of non-native speakers' academic texts. As is evident from Table 6 , the discoursal now is the only type of transitional conjunct identified in the RAs by Czech (cf. Example 13) and Slovak writers (cf. Example 9 above). The other transitional conjuncts, which are not explicitly listed in Table 6 , include initially, meanwhile and subsequently. These occur exceptionally, each having only one occurrence in the RAs by native speakers.
Conclusions
The overall frequency rates of all conjuncts under scrutiny are given in Table 7 . It provides evidence that writers of Slavonic origin, both Czech and Slovak, apply conjuncts as overt guiding signals of the relations between parts of a text to a much higher extent (12.10 and 10.74 respectively) than Anglophone writers (8.72) (for similar tendencies in the use of metadiscursive elements in academic discourse produced by non-native in comparison with native speakers of English, see Mauranen 2012) . The most noticeable variation concerns the extent to which certain semantic classes are applied:
listing, resultive and in particular appositive conjuncts are used by both Czech and Slovak writers with a frequency of occurrence much higher than that of native speakers. Table 7 : Frequency rates of all semantic classes of conjuncts in all three corpora Drawing on the results exemplified and discussed above, the following answers can be suggested to the research questions formulated in Section 3 above: 1) Which semantic relations, such as apposition, contrast/concession, listing and result, tend to be expressed overtly by conjuncts in the genre of RAs?
Conjuncts as important cohesive means are applied in all three corpora to express all possible semantic relations that may hold between parts of a text. Nevertheless, Slavonic writers, both Czech and Slovak, consider it of greater importance to apply conjuncts for the overt expression of certain semantic relations, in particular those of listing, apposition, and result/inference. These relations are expressed by conjuncts (as well as other means not studied here) to provide safe guidance to the prospective reader(s) through a text which is full of often quantitative information, to support the author's argumentation by evidence and exemplifications, or to convey the results and consequences of one's research findings to the academic audience. Thus, it can be stated that conjuncts clearly contribute to the establishment of the author's scientific credibility within the academic community. This predilection is in accordance with the scientific paradigm mentioned in Section 3 above, which, as my results prove, is still an important aspect of RAs written in English as an additional language by Czech and Slovak authors.
2) Can conjuncts contribute to the interaction between the author(s) and reader(s) of a text and thus foster the interactive nature of written academic discourse?
Based on my findings, it can be assumed that conjuncts can contribute to the interaction between the author(s) and reader(s) of a text, which is particularly evident with semantic relations often considered most informative and thus most important of all, i.e. contrast/concession and result/inference (Kortmann, 1991) , both frequently expressed in all the RAs analysed in this study.
3) Is there any cross-cultural variation in the use of conjuncts in RAs by Anglophone writers on the one hand and Czech and Slovak writers on the other?
There are only minor cross-cultural distinctions between the ways writers of Slavonic origin and Anglophone writers use conjuncts, notably in the choice of the most frequent types within each semantic class. This can result from differences in particular (Biber et al., 1999) , are commonly used in all three corpora. In addition, both Czech and Slovak writers frequently resort to conjuncts expressing listing (finally, first(ly) and moreover) and apposition (i.e., e.g. and namely), and Anglophone writers use the resultive so and then, which are both considered slightly informal.
4) Does the variation concern particular semantic classes of conjuncts or rather individual tokens chosen for the expression of particular semantic relations?
In the case of semantic relations which are expressed with similar frequencies in all three corpora, variation tends to concern the individual tokens applied by particular writers from different academic communities and seems to be associated with particular writers' stylistic preferences. By comparison, when greater variation appears, such as that in the expression of listing and apposition, the variation concerns both semantic classes as wholes and particular types of conjuncts.
The expectation that academic texts written by Anglophone writers are more interactive, thus comprising more conjuncts, has not been verified. As testified by my findings, Czech and Slovak writers attempt to adopt the academic style conventions typical of the dominant Anglophone discourse community, such as linear organization of text through clear division into paragraphs and sections and application of overt guiding signals on form and content which, quite naturally, comprise an appropriate use of text-organizing means, including conjuncts. The adoption of Anglophone style conventions by non-native speakers of English can be caused not only by instructions provided in academic writing style manuals (Bennett, 2009 ) and university courses, but also by the fact that Slavonic writers attempt to adopt and use "model" academic English and therefore seem to suppress intentionally any culture-specific aspects when writing scholarly texts in English.
Despite certain limitations in the size and representativeness of the data analysed, it is hoped that this small-scale research has revealed some interesting current tendencies in the writing of RAs by authors from two small discourse communities in Central Europe -the Czech Republic and Slovakia. However, only further research, which should comprise more data from other countries where Slavonic languages are spoken and perhaps also other genres of academic discourse, can confirm the conclusions suggested above.
